The rising star of scholarly publishing is Open Access. Even some traditional journals now offer this option on author payment, and many full freely accessible journals are now available to scholars, providing relief to research institutions increasingly unable to afford the escalating subscription rates of serials. However, proper recognition of full Open Access journals by the community remains a major obstacle to overcome if they are to become a viable alternative for scholarly communication. Through a survey, this work investigates economics scholars' attitudes to OA, and attempts to outline the state of practices and norms governing individuals' publication choices.
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I. INTRODUCTION
Every year, millions of peer-reviewed scientific articles are published around the world. This is just a fraction of all the papers written through which researchers try to promote their ideas 2 . Scholars in all disciplines take part in this activity, which has become central to modern scientific practice.
Yet, in recent decades technological change seems to be challenging the consolidated organization of scholarly communication, through the innovation of Open Access (OA) publishing. The change is not merely a technological substitution, but rather involves the complex economic and social organization that governs the world of scholarly publishing, and especially that of research. Various inertias constrain the behaviour of the different stakeholders in research, with important-and also potentially distortive--effects on the adoption of new technology.
Against this backdrop, researchers are an interesting object of study because their multiple roles--as authors, readers, referees and editors of journals-means that they occupy a central position in the system, significant to understanding its dynamics. In particular, their actual behaviour is essential for identifying the incentives that govern academic practice and individual choices. A growing number of contributions and reports have studied the communities of life sciences, physics, chemistry and other disciplines. However we still lack a perspective for what concerns economic sciences. This paper seeks to fill this gap, specifically with respect to the perception and use of OA journals that follow the so-called 'golden road', meaning that they offer unrestricted digital access to all published papers, selected through a peer-review system in the same manner as traditional journals.
The data, collected from a survey conducted among the international community of academic economists, paint a picture of the current state of the practices and social norms that govern individual choices, and enable us to define the contours of policy actions that could help integrate OA journals into the scholarly publishing system.
The paper is organized as follows: Section II maps out the basic features of scholarly publishing.
Section III focuses on the OA revolution, presenting its characteristics and the attitudes of scholars to OA journals observed thus far. Section IV sketches out the current situation of OA publishing in economics to help further identify relevant issues pertaining to the discipline, while Section V describes the survey conducted and the empirical strategy employed, presenting the variables and descriptive statistics for the sample. Section VI sets out and comprehensively discusses the results, while in section VII we draw the conclusions.
II. SCHOLARLY RESEARCH AND PUBLISHING: MAIN CHARACTERISTICS AND ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE
The principal function of scientific research is to produce and circulate knowledge advances, and the scientific community has spontaneously organized itself-in more or less complex ways--to carry out this task (Stephan, 2010) . In addition to disseminating scientific advances, scholarly journals have a central role in the selection and validation of results, as well as in producing incentives for researchers (Clemens, et al., 1995) . Moreover, the peer-review system, citations and rankings have for some decades formed the framework of research activity and furnished (though subject to much criticism) the benchmark for measuring scholars' productivity and determining their remunerations (Hamermesh et al., 1982; Lehaey, 2007; Davies, 2009) 3 .
On the whole, peer-reviewed journals provide an immediate, even if imperfect, signal that can be converted into reputation, prestige and all the attendant benefits for individual researchers.
Generally, as far as publication choice is concerned, scholars tend to favour 'safe investments'--either by virtue of their history, or because they are regarded as such by the scholar's scientific community (Clemens et al., 1995; Park & Qin, 2007) . This gives rise to a self-perpetuating rigidity and inertia in the prestige of journals, and so also in researchers' publication choices, which can only be broken by some external intervention, random shock, or purpose-designed policy that has the effect of altering perceptions and hence the decisions of individuals.
More specifically, such an outcome can be achieved in two ways: indirectly, by using a sort of 'brand extension' to transfer prestige established elsewhere (e.g., endorsements by scientific societies, links with other journals or prestigious universities) 4 to a new journal; or directly, by altering the existing system of incentives. In the latter case, for example, an institution that funds research could impose ex-ante constraints relating to publication choice, or a research department could create a reward system, either direct (a bonus) or indirect (higher consideration of certain publications when evaluating research, moral suasion), that makes it rational to deviate from the previous conformist route of choosing well-established and 'safe' journals 5 .
Naturally, to be able to do research and publish, scholars must have access to existing knowledge, i.e., to already-published papers. This poses a problem because, up until very recently, the business model on which journals relied was exclusion of readers through price-known as the subscriberpays model (and hereinafter also denoted as Restricted Access, or RA)--as commonly practiced in markets for a wide array of goods and services.
Various compromises have been arrived at over time to minimize readers' exclusion while at the same time producing sufficient incentives to publishers. Generally, the approach taken has been to make journals a club good (Cornes & Sandler, 1996) . For example, scientific associations have 5
III. OA PUBLISHING: KEY ISSUES
Against this backdrop, the innovation of free electronic journals emerged in the late 1990s, These journals were widely regarded as the disruptive innovation that could solve the existing problems and return scientific advances to a sphere more compatible with the nature of knowledge as a public good. Many contributions have pointed out the advantages that these new publications offer compared to journals based on the subscriber-pays model, and have urged their extensive adoption (Bergstrom, 2001; Parks, 2002; Willinsky, 2006) .
Today, even though there are ample signs of an increasing presence of OA journals and papers in the world of research, the market of traditional RA journals continues to flourish (Laakso et al. 2011) .
Therefore, despite the OA model's disruptive potential to better disseminate scientific advances and lower production, printing and distribution costs (Houghton et al., 2009) , the scholarly communication system exhibits structural rigidities tied to the existing system of incentives, essentially stemming from social norms and prudential attitudes on the part of researchers (Migheli & Ramello, 2013) . The puzzle to unravel, therefore, concerns the signals produced by the existing RA system, which are not easily replicated in the OA realm without the help of some exogenous intervention or shock.
An ancillary puzzle concerns the financing of OA journals 8 . A variety of models have been proposed, however the one most commonly adopted to date has been to transfer the financial burden to the party that most directly and immediately benefits, that is to say, the author. This introduces a novel conception of the market, termed the author-pays model, whereby researchers pay for the service of having their results selected and circulated, rather than for accessing the work of others.
8 It is in any case worth noting that the financial problem is principally connected to the costs of setting up and operating the platform, since a considerable share of the other costs, starting from production of the content (the papers), to the review process and much of the editorial work, follows the model extensively practiced in the RA world of "free labor for costly journals" (Bergstrom, 2001 ).
Such a model has the advantage that, for an equal amount of expenditure, it eliminates the exclusion through price of part of the audience, and lets research results remain a public good. It is therefore a cost-effective solution (Bergstrom & Bergstrom, 2004; Houghton et al., 2009 (Park & Qin, 2007; Hubbard et al., 2011) .
This pattern of behaviours seems to reveal that many scholars believe the collective interest would be served better if most journals were OA, but that they also currently believe that the quality of OA journals where they are likely to be published is (on average) inferior to that of the RA journals in which they could appear. Thus, any policies or shocks designed to change the status quo must necessarily follow the route of altering those individual incentives. In other words, we can reasonably expect OA journals to gain market share and become substitutes for other titles, provided that a self-enforcing prophecy is triggered which causes an ex-post outcome in the reference scientific community that is compatible with the incentives that existed ex-ante.
It is therefore a question of identifying the factors that determine how individual researchers choose and evaluate journals. These include the researcher's gender, position in the academic hierarchy and work setting (including the geographical location), as well as the expected impact of OA journals in yielding visibility, reputational capital and so forth.
IV. OA JOURNALS IN ECONOMICS
In order to better understand economists' attitudes towards OA journals, this section provides an overview of the OA titles in economics and their main characteristics, examining how well they conform to the standards generally required for a scientific journal to be regarded as such by the scientific community. 12 Note that, in the present discussion, we use the term 'Anglosaxon' to refer to the dominant culture in the academic community of the country in question, irrespective of the respondent's social or ethnic origins . This category comprises the U.S., the U.K., Canada and Australia. The idea behind this categorization is that the prevailing social norms in the academia of those countries are of an Anglosaxon stamp. Scholars who work there implicitly accept these norms, independently of where they (or they parents) were born. 13 Dataset downloaded from DOAJ on 16 July 2013 14 As of 16 July 2013 9 journals (0.25), and Croatia 5 (0.31), followed by the Czech Republic 8 (0.19) and Colombia 11 (0.11). The Anglosaxon world on the whole publishes the highest number of OA journals (36), although this figure is not that large once it is weighted against the number of departments (0.0083).
All in all, this opaque landscape may easily cause scholars to be puzzled by OA journals, which could in turn account for their general distrust towards the OA category when it comes to publication choice. Out of these 606 journals, the 246 journals that were also listed in JCR had an average citations per article of 1.1494, compared to 0.6306 for the 360 journals not listed in JCR. This difference is significant according to the t-test (p-value < 0,0001) Table 2 shows a list of the OA economics journals that also have a JCR impact factor. They include some journals not listed in the DOAJ, but which can still arguably be classed as open-access.
Yet even within this JCR group the picture appears somewhat blurred. This small sample again displays broad variance in many parameters, although it also illustrates that some OA journals are indeed quite effective in terms of attracting scholars' attention. The JCR 2012 five-year impact factor (average number of citations) -in economics most of the citations that an article gets will happen within such a time span --shows that a subset of OA journals performed well, with some peaks of excellence. To gain an insight into the relationship between OA/RA journals, we can attempt to make a comparison of selected titles within homogenous categories or fields. Table 3 provides two examples, for the field of 'economic theory' and for the category 'economics letters'. While the former is essentially selected in terms of subject matter, the latter groups together journals with the same aim of publishing short papers on economics. It is also worth noting that commercial publishers are now experimenting with a hybrid OA formula in which the author pays a fee to the publisher in exchange for making the paper OA. An example of this, again with reference to the journals listed in 
V. THE SURVEY: METHODS
The survey was conducted between April 19 and June 6, 2012 via the internet using the LimeSurvey Open Source software 18 . Potential respondents were sent an e-mail inviting them to complete a questionnaire, which they could access directly by clicking a link. Names were selected through the various national scientific societies and, since the target was economists, by collecting part of the data available on the RePec website, country by country 19 . The outcome of the above operations was a sample of 560 valid responses from some 20 different countries (of which 524
were complete, meaning the person answered the entire questionnaire, and not just some of the questions).
The decision to focus on a single discipline yields a more homogeneous sample, in terms of respondents' characteristics such as education and their scientific and academic practices, thereby allowing us to concentrate on specific factors internal to the community (such as geographical location, gender, position in the academic hierarchy) rather than on other uncontrolled factors. That said, it is reasonable to assume that even within a single discipline field there will be some variability, ascribable to geographical-cultural factors, and which is reflected in publication choice.
For this reason, and based on the findings of previous studies (cfr. Xia, 2010; Davies & Walters, 2011) , we decided in our analysis to try to capture this variability using 4 geographical-cultural categories. The first of these, the Anglosaxon world, is geographically dispersed across different continents but shows greater cultural (and also academic) uniformity within the discipline, also because as a whole it constitutes the scientific heartland of economics. The other 3 categories instead correspond to specific geographical regions, and namely Europe, Asia and Africa.
The questionnaire was divided into three parts. The first collected demographic information about the respondent's age, gender, country of birth and residence, academic position and seniority, and working-context information relating to the importance of publication in the respondent's department. The second part asked about respondents' publication choices, in their capacity as authors. Most of the questions called for a subjective evaluation, and more specifically a comparison between RA/OA journals. Respondents were also asked to state the reasons which determine their publication choices, and to express their individual preferences for RA or OA journals. Finally, the third part asked respondents to answer questions in their capacity as readers and referees. Here, the questionnaire focused on two aspects: the reasons why it is acceptable to pay to access RA journals (individually or through institutional subscriptions) and the possible impact of a journal's RA or OA status on paper review and citation decisions.
The variables considered were essentially of two types: subjective quality evaluations and number of papers published for each type of journal. The subjective quality variables were analysed by ordered probit, and the numbers of papers by negative binomial regression. As control variables we used the respondents' demographic information, their personal views concerning the importance of research, their subjective evaluations of the quality of OA and RA journals, and finally the importance of the number of publications for academic career advancement. The inclusion of these variables allowed us to conduct an analysis based on individuals' preferences and evaluations of the OA phenomenon and its importance for both scientific dissemination and academic careers.
In particular, the following four aspects connected with OA publications were examined:
 The total number of papers respondents had published in OA journals.
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 Whether respondents had published at least one paper in an OA journal during the course of their careers (dummy given the value 1 if they had, 0 otherwise).
 The respondents' subjective opinion about how the quality of OA journals compares with that of RA journals.
 The average quality (subjectively self-assessed on a scale from 1 to 10) of the papers which respondents had submitted to OA journals.
Some of these variables and those used as regressors are dichotomous, others are infinite discrete variables (for example, the number of papers published in OA journals), and others still are ordinal evaluations on a 10-point Likert scale. Although this type of scale may suggest focal points to respondents, it is a standard psychometric tool used in this type of investigation whose attendant risks are well-known and easy to identify/isolate during data analysis. Moreover, even the presence of focal effects should not compromise the quality of the results: if anything, one could argue that the presence of focal points could entail a standardization of variables (see for example Green et al., 1998 The OA paradox is already apparent in this sample, since the data reveal that respondents actually publish few papers in OA journals, despite the fact that 70% of them say they believe OA reaches a wider audience, and that between 45.45% and 57% of respondents, depending on their position in the academic hierarchy, believe that OA has a positive effect on citations. Thus, individuals' publication choices do not seem to be swayed by the perceived opportunities OA offers for more widely disseminating their scientific work and garnering more citations.
VI. THE SURVEY: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The tables below report the most significant results of our analysis. From the point of view of geographical-cultural groupings, the choices and preferences of academics in Anglosaxon countries are generally different from those of academics located in other parts of the world. Because the latter group have behaviours and preferences that are statistically indistinguishable, to improve legibility of the tables we decided to enter only the dummy variable 'Anglosaxon' and, where appropriate and relevant, that for residents of continental Europe. 20 Further details on the distribution of responses can be found in Appendix A. (which obviously has a positive effect on publications), associate and full professors tend to have published, on average, more OA papers than researchers and post-docs. One possible explanation for this--also in light of the results that will be reported below, and consistently with what was presented in Sect. IV-could relate to the fact that OA journals are on average considered inferior to and less useful for career advancement than RA journals (see Table 4 ). As a result, academics who have already secured senior posts (associate or full professors) can 'afford to' also publish their work in journals with a lesser impact on career advancement 21 . Conversely, academics at the start of their professional careers prefer instead to publish on RA journals. This corroborates the hypothesis that the choice of journal to which to submit a paper depends crucially on the workings of the academic job market (Clemens et al., 1995) .
Another result worth noting in Table 5 is the reasons given by academics for choosing an OA journal rather than a RA journal. First of all, the number of papers published in OA journals decreases with the worsening perceived quality of OA journals compared to that of RA journals (the relative odds ratio is approximately 0.9), and this is consistent with the findings reported in the literature (e.g., Park & Qin, 2007; Hubbard et al., 2011) . Still, there are two other elements which are positively and significantly correlated with the number of OA publications: the first is the perception that OA journals provide access to a wider audience and a greater number of citations 22 ; the second factor is the degree of popularity of OA journals within the researcher's department.
What emerges here is a novel feature neglected by most previous studies, which explicitly points to the social context as a factor determining individual choices. This finding suggests a generally proactive role of the peer community in determining publication choices 23 . In line with a large body of literature (e.g., Leahey, 2007 and the contributions cited therein), our results reveal that, also in the OA realm, there is a gender gap in scientific productivity: males tend to publish in OA journals much more than their female colleagues. This is true even for the subset of academics who have already published in OA journals (second column, Table 2 ). We can feasibly account for this observed divergence in terms of differential impact on career prospects:
given the general gender productivity gap, the result here seems to suggest that women make the more prudent publication-choice investment. This result thus confirms the asymmetry that exists between the perceived average quality of RA and OA journals within the community of economists.
Finally, it is important to note that Table 5 presents the same estimates for two different samples:
the left column relates to the entire sample (which also includes individuals who have never published papers in OA journals), while the right column relates to the sub-sample containing only those who have published at least one OA paper. This second estimate is necessary because the results of the first group might be distorted by some form of self-selection among those who decided to respond to the questionnaire, which could skew the results when comparing those who have published in OA journals with those who have never done so. The fact that some of the odds ratios decrease or become non-significant when moving from the left to the right column is an indicator of partial self-selection. However, since the overall result still stands in qualitative terms (and often also quantitatively), the values of the left column appear to be generally applicable and very little skewed by self-selection effects. Table 6 explores the above question and reports the results of a probit, whose dependent variable is the answer to the following question: "Have you ever published any article in an OA journal?".
Consistently with the results presented in Table 5 , academics who live in Anglosaxon countries prefer to submit their works to RA rather than to OA journals. In light of the previous discussion and the data at our disposal, this preference seems to reflect a perceived quality differential in 21 favour of RA journals, which is especially marked in Anglosaxon countries compared to the rest of the world.
Furthermore, associate professors are more likely than other categories to submit their papers to OA journals. This does not contradict the results of the preceding table where, as we saw, the dependent variable was the number of papers published in OA journals as of the date of completing the questionnaire. Although associate professors are indeed more likely to have published in OA journals, full professors will anyhow tend to have published more papers overall--including OA ones--due to their greater academic seniority (in Table 4 , the academic seniority of full professors is twice that of associate professors). 
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At this point we need to interpret the preceding finding. Here again, what seems to matter is the context. Observations of a 'sociological' stamp show that today's associate professors and OA economics journals are siblings: the advent of the latter, as previously discussed, coincides with the entry of the former into the academic world. They may accordingly regard OA with less remoteness--and perhaps less diffidence--than those who have built their careers on the RA system.
Still, these results also show that the 'appeal of' and familiarity with OA has not spread equally to the younger generations, who may be more rigidly constrained by the internal social norms of the community concerning career evaluation and hence publication choice.
The dichotomous choice of whether to publish/not publish OA is likewise affected by the breadth of the audience that can be reached and by the popularity of OA within the respondent's department.
Here, we also find another correlation: those who read or cite papers published in OA journals are more likely to have themselves published at least one paper in an OA journal. This fact can be accounted for in two ways. One possible explanation is that OA journals are more numerous in certain sectors of the discipline, so that scholars writing on those topics will tend to read/cite more papers from OA journals, or be more likely to publish in OA journals.
Another explanation is that scholars who choose to read/cite OA papers will also have a higher quality perception of OA than their colleagues who instead do not read/cite OA publications, and so will also be more likely to choose to submit their work to such journals (with the further consequence of ending up publishing at least one OA paper). At the same time, it is worth noting that the effect of reading OA journals is greater than that of citing from them. Although familiarity with OA through citations does increase the probability of publishing OA, citation is still a more sporadic and less engaging event, whereas reading is more effective in converting OA journals into potential publishing outlets.
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The perception of a quality differential between RA and OA journals is the dependent variable of the regression (ordered probit) reported in Table 7 24 . A first point which clearly emerges here is the positive and highly significant relationship between the perceived severity of referees and the perceived quality of the journal: respondents who consider RA journal referees to be more rigorous than their OA counterparts also consider RA publications to be of higher quality than OA ones. This indicates that, for academic economists, on average, the quality of a journal is implicitly determined also by how severely referees judge the submitted works, which can reasonably be taken as a proxy for the selectivity of its content 25 . Although respondents' views on referee severity are likely drawn from personal experience, it is also reasonable to assume a certain endogeneity: if referees themselves perceive an OA journal to be of lower quality than an RA journal, they might tend to less severely judge a paper submitted to an OA journal than one submitted to an RA journal. Another important consideration affecting perceived relative quality is the breadth of audience and number of potential citations. The negative coefficients of these two control variables confirm, in line with the literature, that readership and citations are two fundamental aspects that determine the perceived quality of a journal (e.g. Clemens et al., 1995; Xia, 2009 ). Yet the rigidity of publication choice evinced in the preceding tables shows that these benefits are not sufficient to reorient authors' choices, so that some trigger is needed that can convert this potential into a self-enforcing prophecy. The above is also consistent with the OA paradox.
The table also shows a strict positive correlation between perceived quality and the opinion that RA journals are on average better than OA journals for career advancement. It is likely that the link between these two variables works both ways: scholars might expect more career benefits from journals perceived as being of higher quality; conversely, academics who have built their careers chiefly through RA publications might tend to consider them superior to OA. The available data do not enable us to test which of these two effects prevails, but we can still extract some further information from the regression reported in the following table.
Finally, Table 8 shows the results of an ordered probit, in which the dependent variable is the quality (subjectively self-evaluated on a 10 point scale) of papers the respondents had submitted to OA journals. Within the academic hierarchy, associate professors are the group that on average sends OA journals the papers of highest quality, supporting our hypothesis of their 'special'
relationship with this publishing model. Academics in Anglo-Saxon countries and continental Europe on average send OA journals papers which they consider to be of lesser quality, compared to their colleagues elsewhere in the world. and severity is an indicator of quality, they will prefer to submit their best work to RA journals. As we assessed, the data do not allow us to verify whether the opinion concerning referee severity is correct (though a correlation between high rejection rate and quality of a journal seems to exist; Heansly et al. 2008) . Still, in light of the opinions reported by our survey, a self-selection problem seems to emerge. Authors' expectations may contribute to keeping the quality of OA journals on average lower than that of RA journals because, following their preconceptions about referee severity, authors will pre-select the quality of the papers they submit in a manner detrimental to OA.
The result is that OA journals are left to choose the best papers out of the worst ones that have been written, thereby relegating them to second-rate status. Tables 5 and 6 , the popularity of OA journals within the respondent's department has positive effects. In other words the working-context environment is confirmed to be an effective driver of attention and quality toward OA journals. This result is quite important from a policymaking perspective, because it implies that a switch towards OA can be effected by amending the existing system of incentives,. If the local scientific policy (within the department, in the scientific community) causes certain journals to become well-regarded, as occurred in the case of Theoretical Economics, the sign of the self-enforcing mechanism could be reversed.
The second consideration relates to career and the number of citations. The quality of papers submitted to OA journals effectively increases with the perception that such journals are more effective than RA in producing citations, and this is in line with what has generally been observed in publication choice. Finally, there is the natural preoccupation with career, which is manifested as the obvious relation between the quality of papers sent to OA journals and the opinion about which type of journal is better for career. Those who consider RA publications more beneficial for career in fact submit their better quality works to those types of journals, with the obvious intent of maximizing the number of papers accepted by RA journals. This result therefore confirms the functional link between the academic job market and publication choice. Attempts to encourage a switchover from RA to OA journals therefore cannot neglect this dimensions, and OA journals will not become established unless some exogenous event-whether random or a specific policy-has the effect of altering researchers' expectations and hence reorienting their choices.
27
VII. CONCLUSIONS
This study surveyed the current framework of OA publishing in economics and examined the behaviour and perceptions of a sample of economics scholars with respect to RA and OA scientific journals. The homogeneity of the economics field allowed us to eliminate uncontrolled factors tied to specific practices that characterize different disciplines, and to focus instead on specific aspects such as geographical-cultural location, gender and role in the academic hierarchy.
Our findings show that, for economists, quality assessments of scholarly journals and publication choices are driven by a number of factors, some of which are strictly linked to the social norms of the context in which they work. The results are especially clear for the contraposition between RA and OA. More specifically, they show that the paradox whereby academics emotionally prefer OA journals but still choose to publish in RA journals depends on a complex trade-off between the expected rewards of a wider audience and more citations (potentially afforded by OA journals), and the perceived prestige of the journal.
In the absence of specific signals provided by the community, economists tend to believe that the average RA journal is more prestigious than the average OA journal. Because of the currently blurred framework of OA publishing, the safest choice, i.e., RA, is thus preferred by those with a weaker standing in the community-e.g., women, or researchers at the start of their careers-and by those who experience more competitive pressure from the academic system. This is the case in the Anglosaxon world, which publishes many OA journals but has the worst opinion of them (with a few exceptions), and also to a lesser extent in Europe.
These results suggest that a paradigm shift toward OA in the immediate future is fairly unlikely.
Still, there are certain factors which might alter (and even invert) this trend. First of all, scientific communities and departments could trigger self-enforcing prophecies and enact policies designed to enhance the perception of OA journals. Second, the fact that universities increasingly struggle to pay for costly journal subscriptions could become a rallying point for redirecting academics' choices, both as authors and as readers, towards the new OA publications. Our empirical findings
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show that familiarity with OA journals in effect increases the probability of submitting papers to them. In this respect, we note the interesting case of associate professors who, as siblings of OA journals, are more likely to submit their work to them. An important help in catalysing change might come from emerging countries, where OA journals are more favourably perceived. As such nations come to play a larger role in the academic community, they could become the main supporters of OA.
APPENDIX A
The following figures report the distributions (frequencies) of answers to the questions used as dependent variables in Tables 5, 7 and 8. We can see that the number of published articles in OA journals is mostly less than 10, with few -although notable -exceptions. The vast majority of respondents who report having published at least one paper in an OA journal have published a total of five or less. Figure 2 shows that, although a large share of the sample considers OA journals to be on average as good as RA journals, the distribution is skewed toward large values. This suggests that most of the respondents consider RA outlets to be of better quality than OA ones. Figure 3 presents the subjective quality (measured on a 10-point scale) of papers submitted to OA journals. Although the answers are clustered around the median values, the distribution is slightly skewed toward larger values. Some respondents even claim to have submitted their best articles to OA journals. While this might seem odd, it also suggests that scholars do not always match the (subjectively evaluated) quality of their submissions to what they perceive to be the quality of the outlet. In other words, it seems that OA journals are also able to attract good-quality papers. At the very least, this result indicates that the quality of papers submitted to OA journals is better than one would expect on the basis on the perceived quality of OA vs RA. Discrete evaluation over a 10-point scale Figure 3 . Quality of the articles submitted to OA journals
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